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FIGURE 1-91
CAP Allocation Draft EIS

Comparison of Groundwater Level Impacts in Year 2051 for Pinal Subareas to Changes in Ag Pool Volume and

NIA Allocations
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FIGURE 1-92
CAP Allocation Draft EIS

Comparison of Groundwater Level Impacts in Year 2051 for Selected Subareas in GRIC to Net Pumping on GRIC
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FIGURE 1-93
CAP Allocation Draft EIS

Comparison of Groundwater Level Impacts in Year 2051 for Selected East Salt River Valley Subareas to

Reductions in Recharge Pool
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FIGURE 1-94
CAP Allocation Draft EIS
Comparison of Groundwater Level Impacts in Year 2051 for Agricultural Dominated Areas of ESRV
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FIGURE 1-95

CAP Allocation Draft EIS
Comparison of Groundwater Level Impacts in Year 2051 for Selected Subareas in the West Salt River Valley to
Reductions in CAP Recharge Pool
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Groundwater Elevation (feet above MSL)
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FIGURE 1-98
CAP ALLOCATION DRAFT EIS

HISTORICAL GROUNDWATER LEVELS IN TONOPAH IRRIGATION DISTRICT AREA
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FIGURE 1-99
CAP ALLOCATION DRAFT EIS
ESTIMATED GROUNDWATER LEVELS FOR ALTERNATIVES FOR THE TONOPAH IRRIGATION DISTRICT
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FIGURE 1-100
CAP Allocation Draft EIS
Comparison of Groundwater Level Impacts in Year 2051 in TID to Change in Total Excess CAP Water
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